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ABSTRACT 
 
While researches on consumer compulsive behaviour as a psychiatric problem have been steadily 
increasing, they seem to be a paucity of studies that investigate compulsive buying behaviour from 
a branding perspective. The present research is an attempt to fill this gap by examining the 
relative influence of four antecedents of compulsive buying behaviour - brand experience, brand 
satisfaction, brand trust and brand attachment on consumer compulsive buying behaviour, using a 
sample of consumers in Gauteng Province of South Africa. The central argument of this paper is 
that consumer compulsive buying behavior can be understood from the strength of branding 
outcomes. Four hypotheses are posited and in order to empirically test these hypotheses, a sample 
data set of 151 was used. Three hypotheses were supported while one (H1) was rejected. Drawing 
from the study findings, managerial implications are discussed and limitations and future research 
directions are suggested. On the overall, this study provide tentative empirical support that 
compulsive buying behaviour can be influenced by branding outcomes in Africa - a context that is 
often most less researched on. 
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1.0. INTRODUCTION 
 
ompulsive buying has received increased research attention in the last decade (Claes, Bijttebier, Eynde, 
Mitchell & Faber, 2010; Weaver, Moschis & Davis, 2011). This has been partly due to the adverse 
psychological and financial consequences that have been associated with compulsive buying behaviour 
such as exacerbated negative emotions, strained interpersonal relationships, and financial debt (Kellett and Bolton, 
2009). According to Dittmar (2004), it is estimated that compulsive buying behaviour occur in 2% to 16% of the 
general population and is increasingly recognized as a serious clinical problem requiring psychological and 
psychiatric treatment (Black, 2007; Croissant et al., 2009; Palan et al, 2011; Mueller et al., 2011). While studies such 
as one by Mueller et al., (2009) suggested that compulsive buying behaviour is associated with substantial 
psychiatric comorbidity, other researchers such as Smyth et al., (2007) suggested that compulsive buying behaviour 
might be the result of the interplay of several biological, psychological and sociological factors. 
 
Compulsive buying behaviour has been defined differently by different researchers in academia. For 
instance, in psychiatric literature, Kraepelin (1915) use “onimania” to describe this behavior, while Bleuler (1924) 
use “buying mania” besides “onimania”. Compulsive buying is medically defined as an impulse control dysfunction, 
a mental disorder characterized by irresistible impulses to engage in harmful or senseless behaviours (Palan et al, 
2011). According to Croissant et al., (2009), compulsive buying in medical terms is classified as an “Impulse 
Control Disorder Not Otherwise Specified” according to ICD-10 and DSMIV. It is this disorder characterized by 
C 
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frequent, irresistible and senseless buying that lead to personal distress, social, marital, or occupational dysfunction, 
and to financial or even legal problems. Marketing scholars define compulsive buying behaviour as a chronic, 
repetitive purchasing that becomes a primary response to negative events or feelings (Black, 2007). 
 
Drawing from the extant literature, the actual cause of compulsive behaviour is unknown (Marčinko, 
Bolanča & Rudan, 2006). Some studies submit that, compulsive buying behaviour is triggered by negative mood 
states (e.g. depressed mood, anxiety, boredom) and result in overspending typically prompted by feelings of guilt, 
shame, and remorse (Miltenberger et al., 2003). Chronic and repetitive failure in self-regulation is considered as 
causal for the inappropriate purchasing behavior (Faber and Vohs, 2004; Kellett & Bolton, 2009). Furthermore, 
endorsement of materialism appears an important underlying mechanism that may constitute a vulnerability factor 
with respect to compulsive buying (Dittmar, 2005). Researchers such as Mueller et al., (2010a), associate 
compulsive buying behaviour with psychiatric comorbidity, especially with depression, anxiety and impulsive 
behaviors such as binge eating while Billieux, Rochat, Rebetez, and van der Linden (2008) associated it with 
substance abuse, and other impulse control disorders. Nevertheless, whereas there is undisputable empirical 
evidence associate mainly psychological, biological or sociological factors as antecedents of compulsive buying 
behaviour, there seem to be a dearth of studies that investigated marketing issues such as branding as possible 
predictors of compulsive buying behaviour especially from an African perspective – South Africa in particular. 
 
Against this backdrop, the current study is set to have the following four empirical objectives: 
 
1. To investigate the influence of brand experience on compulsive buying behaviour 
2. To investigate the influence of brand satisfaction on compulsive buying behaviour 
3. To investigate the influence of brand trust on compulsive buying behaviour 
4. To investigate the influence of brand attachment on compulsive buying behaviour 
 
By and large, the current study findings are expected to contribute new knowledge to the existing body of 
psychology and compulsive buying behaviour literature in addition to providing practical implications to marketers 
and clinical psychologists in the context of a newly developed African country such as South Africa. 
 
The remainder of this article will review the literature on brand experience, brand satisfaction, brand trust 
and brand attachment; then followed by a conceptual research model developed from the posited hypotheses. The 
study will also provide the research methodology, analyze data and present results. Finally, results are discussed, 
implications provided and limitations and future research directions highlighted. 
 
2.0. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
2.1. Affluenza Theory of Compulsive Buying 
 
According to Workman and Paper (2010), Affluenza theory builds on socio-cultural phenomenon that has 
been facilitated through contemporary marketing strategies. They suggest that shopping opportunities afforded by a 
market-based economy, combined with sufficient disposable income, appear to be necessary ingredients of 
compulsive buying. De Graff, Wann and Naylor (2005) first coined the term affluenza to describe compulsive 
buying behaviour as a psychological and  social disease characterized by an over emphasis on cultural consumerism 
that “more is always better”. It is regarded a psychological and socially transmitted condition of overload, anxiety, 
and waste resulting from the dogged pursuit of more (De Graaf, Wann & Naylor, 2005). In other words, it is an 
addiction and a pernicious habit that is deeply rooted in the obsessive quest for more. According to Workman and 
Paper (2010) the advertising industry has trained consumers to solve problems with products, and they have been so 
successful at doing this that the majority of consumers are now hard wired to medicate any sense of uneasiness with 
their favorite drug - consumption. Thus, shopping has become consumer’s programmed response to joy and sorrow, 
good fortune and bad, and despair and hope. As De Graaf, Wann, and Naylor (2005) pointed out shopping has 
become emotionally powered response to every life experience and is hence considered, substance abuse. Relating 
the Affluenza theory to the current study, this research submits that, compulsive buying behaviour is an 
uncontrollable and emotional addiction that is socially and externally induced, for instance through brands 
advertisement. Drawing from this reasoning, this study therefore contends that the consumers’ brand trust, brand 
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experience, brand satisfaction and brand attachment induced by excessive marketing gimmicks and branding 
strategies consequently culminate in consumer compulsive buying behaviour. 
 
2.2. Brand Experience 
 
Marketing academics and practitioners have acknowledged that consumers look for brands that provide 
them with unique and memorable experiences (Brakus et al., 2009). As a result, the concept of brand experience has 
become of great interest to marketers. Brand experience is conceptualized as sensations, feelings, cognitions, and 
behavioral responses evoked by brand-related stimuli that are part of a brand’s design and identity, packaging, 
communications, and environments (Ha and Perks, 2005). According to Alloza (2008), brand experience can be 
defined as the perception of the consumers, at every moment of contact they have with the brand, whether it is in the 
brand images projected in advertising, during the first personal contact, or the level of quality concerning the 
personal treatment they receive. Brand experience is created when customers use the brand; talk to others about the 
brand; seek out brand information, promotions, and events, and so on (Ambler et al., 2002). Brand experience 
affects satisfaction, trust and loyalty. From the customer viewpoint, brands are relationship builders. As noted by 
Sahin, Zehir & Kitapç (2011), there are five experiences, that is, sense, feel, think, act, and relate. The sense 
experience includes aesthetics and sensory qualities. Consistent with recent research in consumer behavior, the feel 
experience includes moods and emotions. The think experience includes convergent/analytical and 
divergent/imaginative thinking. The act experience refers to motor actions and behavioral experiences, such as 
relating to a reference group. In this study brand experience is defined as subjective, internal consumer responses 
(sensations feelings, and cognitions) and behavioral responses evoked by brand (Zarantenello & Schmitt, 2000). 
 
2.3. Brand Satisfaction 
 
Brand satisfaction is defined satisfaction as a judgment that a brand or service feature, or the brand or 
service itself, provided or is providing a pleasurable level of consumption related fulfillment of needs or wants 
(Zboja & Voorhees, 2006; Lin & Wang, 2006). It is a result of a consumer’s subjective evaluation that he/she is 
satisfied with the brands he/she selected or that the brands exceed his/her expectation. Brand satisfaction can be 
divided into the transaction-specific satisfaction and the accumulative satisfaction. The transaction-specific 
satisfaction refers to the evaluation and emotional reaction after the customers purchasing a recent transaction, and it 
is to seize the evaluation or feeling of the short-term and a particular experience. However, the accumulative 
satisfaction is an overall evaluation of the experience of purchasing or consuming to the product or service. 
Satisfaction has been identified as a reliable predictor of repurchase intentions (Cho et al., 2004; Cronin et al., 2000; 
Tian-Cole et al., 2002; Yoo, Cho, & Chon, 2003). Consumers who satisfied tend to be highly committed to a brand 
and hence are likely to be tempted to repurchase compulsively (Cronin et al., 2000; Kelly & Turley, 2001; Tian-Cole 
et al., 2002; Cho et al., 2004). This article defines brand satisfaction as subjective evaluation of the brands which the 
consumers selected achieving or surpassing their own expectation in certain specific transaction (Lee et al., 2011). 
 
2.4. Brand Trust 
 
Brand trust can be defined as the willingness of the average consumer to rely on the ability of the brand to 
perform its stated function (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001; Zhou et al., 2011). In order to avoid information 
asymmetry and uncertainty associated with purchasing new untested brands, some customers feel more comfortable 
by purchasing brands they trust (Chiu, Huang, & Yen, 2010). In this case trust tends to decrease the uncertainty and 
information asymmetry related to other unfamiliar brands (Pavlou, Liang, & Xue, 2007). In the literature, repeated 
interaction and long term relationships are introduced as keys to building trust (Wang & Emurian, 2005). So if 
people realize the utilitarian and hedonic values of their brand their trust would increase and their love of the brand 
eventually might eventually induce impulsive buying behaviour in the future (Carroll & Ahuvia, 2006; Zhou et al., 
2011). 
 
2.5. Brand Attachment 
 
According to Tsai (2011), the idea of brand attachment is traceable back to the interpersonal attachment 
which theory asserts that human beings are born with an innate psychobiological system or an attachment behavioral 
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system, which motivates them to become attached to significant figures such as a brand. However, according to 
Whang, Allen, Sahoury, and Zhang (2004) it is consumer passionate love which leads to brand attachment when 
there is right physical chemistry between the brand and the consumer, the brand and the consumer seem to be meant 
for each other, the brand fits the ideal standard of the consumer’s self-image, and the consumer feels miserable if the 
brand is not available. On one hand, Carroll and Ahuvia (2006) reported that hedonism and self-expressiveness as 
the two salient factors for nurturing brand love and brand attachment. Hedonism characterizes exciting and 
delightful emotion, and self-expressiveness characterizes enforcement of self and social identities (Parish & 
Holloway, 2010). Brand attachment rarely exists in the brand that is unable to induce hedonism and self-
expressiveness. On the other hand, Albert, Merunka, and Valette-Florence (2008) discovered brand/self-
connectedness to be the predictor of brand attachment. In other words, brand/self-connectedness translates into the 
personally relevant ties unbreakable by such situational factors as relative premium price or incidental product 
defects (Gillath, Shaver, Baek & Chun, 2008). Such connectedness brings about the kind of relationships 
corresponding to the consumer’s self-relevant needs in daily life. In this study brand attachment is defined as a 
durable emotional and psychological relation with the brand which results from the concomitance of friendship 
feelings and from brand dependence (Bell, 2010). 
 
2.6. Compulsive Buying Behaviour 
 
According to Dittmar (2005) compulsive buying has been a topic of psychology in “obsessive-compulsive 
disorder” for years, but has recently attracted the attention of marketing authors as well. Compulsive buying is 
medically defined as an impulse control dysfunction, a mental disorder characterized by irresistible impulses to 
engage in harmful or senseless behaviours (Palan et al, 2011). In conformity with the medical identification and 
previous explanations, marketing scholars use the term “compulsive buying” to define the behavior as “chronic, 
repetitive purchasing that becomes a primary response to negative events or feelings” (Mueller et al., 2010). It can 
be taken as a pathological or addictive issue, such as gambling (Ureta, 2007). Compulsive buying is characterized by 
an extreme pre- occupation with buying or shopping and by the frequent buying of items that are not needed and that 
are often not used (Muehlenkamp et al., 2009; Smyth et al., 2007). This maladaptive buying behavior causes chronic 
and significant individual, family, and social distress, and substantial financial problems (Kellett and Bolton, 2009). 
In this study, compulsive buying is defined as a response to an uncontrollable drive or desire to obtain, use, or 
experience a feeling, substance, or activity that leads an individual to repetitively engage in a behavior that will 
ultimately cause harm to the individual and/or to others (Koran et al., 2006; Mueller et al., 2010). 
 
3.0. CONCEPTUAL MODEL AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT 
 
In order to empirically test the influence of brand experience, brand satisfaction, brand trust and brand 
attachment on consumer compulsive buying intention, a conceptual model is developed premised on the reviewed 
brand management literature. The conceptual model is grounded in the affluenza theory which provides a solid 
foundation for the current study. In this conceptualized model brand experience, brand satisfaction, brand trust and 
brand attachment are the predictors while consumer compulsive buying intention is the single outcome variable. 
Figure 1 depicts this conceptualized research model. The hypothesized relationships between the research constructs 
will be discussed hereafter. 
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Figure 1:  Conceptual Model 
 
3.1. Brand Experience and Compulsive Buying Behavior 
 
Consumer attitude towards certain brands which triggers a craving that leads to compulsive buying 
intention is formed after previous experience with consuming that brand (Palan et al, 2011). It is submitted that as 
consumers become familiar with a brand, the information gained from brand experience form the basis of future 
compulsive buying intention (Alloza, 2008; Muehlenkamp et al., 2009). Thus, brand experience, as a personal 
source of information, is likely to play an increasingly important role for enduring and emotional involvement that 
usually a result in habitual future repurchases (Mueller et al., 2010). Consistent with this notion are findings that 
show that the more frequent the prior positive brand experience, the stronger the positive brand attitude (Brakus et 
al., 2009; Sahin, Zehir & Kitapç, 2011) and the greater the expected spontaneous respond that leads to compulsive 
buying. Therefore, it can be posited that the higher the level of positive brand experience by customers, the higher 
the expected customers’ compulsive buying intention in South Africa. Drawing from the affluenza theory and prior 
empirical evidence, this study submit that: 
 
H1: There is a positive relation between consumer brand experience and compulsive buying intention. 
 
3.2. Brand Satisfaction and Compulsive Buying Behavior 
 
A consumer who is satisfied with a certain brand is likely to be loyal to that brand (Agustin and Singh, 
2005). According to Bosque and Martin (2008), brand satisfaction leads to attitudinal brand loyalty. Recent studies 
have demonstrated that attitudinal brand loyalty lead to affective reactions and often most sporadic future purchases 
(Zboja & Voorhees, 2006; Algesheimer et al, 2005; Bennett et al, 2005) which insinuate compulsive buying 
intention. Therefore, drawing from this reasoning higher levels of brand satisfaction can be expected to lead to 
increased future compulsive buying intention. Previous empirical evidence has supported a positive linkage between 
brand satisfaction and compulsive buying behaviour (e.g. Lin & Wang, 2006; Lee et al., 2011; Palan et al, 2011). 
Premised on the empirical evidence and the affluenza theory, this study therefore submits that brand satisfaction can 
be expected to lead to compulsive buying intention in the context of South Africa. Therefore, it can be postulated: 
 
H2: There is a positive relation between consumer brand satisfaction and compulsive buying intention. 
Brand 
Experience 
Brand 
Satisfaction 
Brand Trust 
Brand 
Attachment 
Compulsive 
Buying 
Intention 
H1 
H2 
H3 
H4 
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3.3. Brand Trust and Compulsive Buying Behavior 
 
Brand trust reduces the risks that a consumer attaches to a brand (Chiu, Huang, & Yen, 2010). In addition 
to that, because the consumer trusts the brand, there will be no need for future information search when repurchasing 
the same brand (Pavlou, Liang, & Xue, 2007). Besides, the extant literature notes that, brand trust is likely to evoke 
brand liking or love (Ashley & Leonard, 2009). Consequently, the more a consumer love a brand the more likely the 
consumer will compulsively buy the brand. Hence, it can be posited that the higher the level of brand trust, the 
higher the expected level of consumer compulsive buying intention. Prior empirical evidence has found a positive 
association between brand trust and compulsive buying behaviour (for example, Narayanan & Manchanda, 2010; 
Zhou et al., 2011). Therefore, based on affluenza theory and the empirical evidence this study posits that: 
 
H3: There is a positive relation between consumer brand trust and compulsive buying intention. 
 
3.4. Brand Attachment and Compulsive Buying Behavior 
 
Researches in marketing seem to assert that attachment leads inalienable emotional reaction to a brand and 
express a psychological relation (e.g. Parish & Holloway, 2010; Tsai, 2011). In other words, it is a durable 
emotional and psychological relation with the brand which results from the concomitance of friendship feelings and 
from brand dependence (Gillath, Shaver, Baek & Chun, 2008). The brand attachment can be functional or 
existential. The latter is a reflection of emotional links that the consumer weaves with the brand over time (Tsai, 
2011). According to Bell (2010), the consumer becomes attached to the brand among which the personality, the 
values and the image are in adequacy with self-concept hence triggering compulsive buying intention of that brand 
in any future purchases. Essentially, increases in brand attachment are therefore posited to be associated with 
increases in compulsive buying intentions in South Africa. This assertion is also supported with previous empirical 
evidence (e.g. Palan et al, 2011; Tsai, 2011). Thus, deducing from prior empirical evidence and the affluenza theory 
the following hypothesis is derived: 
 
H4: There is a positive relation between consumer brand attachment and compulsive buying intention. 
 
4.0. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 
4.1. Sample and Data Collection 
 
The target population for the study was South African consumer in Gauteng who purchased any consumer 
goods. The sampling unit was the individual consumer. A mall intercept survey was used. This method has the 
advantage of speed, is less costly and the researcher has control over respondent type. Four shopping malls in 
Vanderbijlpark were selected for this survey. Students from the Vaal University of Technology were recruited as 
research assistants to distribute and collect the questionnaires. Of the total of 170 questionnaires distributed, 151 
usable questionnaires were retrieved for the final data analysis, representing a response rate of 89 per cent. To 
eliminate differences in response patterns due to different reference points, all respondents were prompted to answer 
the questionnaire with reference to non-durable consumer goods. The reason for selecting this category was that 
consumers frequently purchase these products. In this regard, the respondents were asked to identify a product 
category in which they had frequently made a purchase intention decision. Respondents were then asked to name a 
brand in that category and they were requested to think about that brand as they complete the entire questionnaire, 
guided by the research assistants. 
 
4.2. Measurement Instrument and Questionnaire Design 
 
Research scales were operationalized on the basis of previous work. Proper modifications were made in 
order to fit the current research context and purpose. “Brand Experience” and “Brand Satisfaction” measures used 
twelve-item scale and eight-item scale measures respectively, all adapted from Sahina, Zehir & Kitapçi, (2011). 
“Brand Attachment” used a four-item scale measure adapted from Tsai, (2011) while “Brand Trust” was measured 
using a three-item measurement scale adapted from He, Li & Harris, (2012). “Compulsive Buying Intention” was 
measured using six instruments adapted from Kukar-Kinney, Ridgway & Monroe, (2012). All the measurement 
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items were measured on a five-point Likert-type scales that was anchored by 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly 
agree to express the degree of agreement. Individual scale items are listed in the Appendix. 
 
5.0. DATA ANALYSIS RESULTS 
 
5.1. Sample Characteristics and Descriptive Statistics 
 
Table 1 presents the description of the participants. The respondents were asked to report their 
demographic information, including gender, age, marital status and education. The respondents were predominantly 
females (57.6%). The median age group of the respondent was that of less than 30 years (54.3%). 57% of the 
respondents were single. About 71% of the respondents had either high school (43.7%) or university level of 
education (27.2%) and the remainder had primary school (19.9) or postgraduate level of education (0.09%). 
 
Table 1:  Sample Demographic Characteristics 
Gender Frequency Percentage 
Male 64 42.4% 
Female 87 57.6% 
Total 151 100% 
   
Age Frequency Percentage 
≦30 82 54.3% 
31-60 51 33.8% 
≧ 60 18 11.9% 
Total 151 100% 
Marital Status Frequency Percentage 
Married 65 43.0% 
Single 86 57.0% 
Total 151 100% 
   
Level of Education Frequency Percentage 
Primary School 30 19.9% 
High School 66 43,7% 
University 41 27.2% 
Postgraduate 14 0.09% 
Total 151 100% 
 
5.2. Structural Equation Modeling Approach 
 
In order to statistically analyze the measurement and structural models, this study used Smart PLS software 
for Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) technique (Ringle, Wende & Will 2005). In SEM, the measurement model 
refers to the linkages between the latent variables and their manifest variables and the structural model captures the 
hypothesized causal relationships among the research constructs (Chin & Newsted, 1999). SEM enables the 
simultaneous examination of both the path (structural) and factor (measurement) models in one model. In addition to 
that, Smart PLS combines a factor analysis with near regressions, makes only minimal assumptions, with the goal of 
variance explanation (high R- square) (Anderson, Schwager & Kerns, 2006). Furthermore, Smart PLS supports both 
exploratory and confirmatory research, is robust to deviations for multivariate normal distributions, and is good for 
small sample size. Since the current study sample size is relatively small (151) Smart PLS was found more 
appropriate and befitting the purpose of the current study. 
 
5.3. Reliability Analysis for Dimensions and Items 
 
A measurement model of the conceptual model with five latent variables was estimated. All constructs 
were modelled using reflective indicators since the previous study have modelled them the same. Construct 
reliability was assessed using Composite Reliabilities (CR) values and Cronbach’s Alpha (CA) values. As indicated 
in Table 2, the CR and the CA values are all above 0.7 recommended by Hulland (1999). With values ranging from 
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0.837 to 0.910 for Composite reliability and from 0.829 to 0.923 for all Cronbach’s alphas, this study can conclude 
that the scales are reliable. 
 
Table 2:  Accuracy Analysis Statistics 
Research 
Construct 
LV Index 
Value 
R-Squared 
Value 
Cronbach’s  
value 
C.R. 
Value 
AVE 
Value 
Communality 
Factor 
Loading 
BA 
BA 2 
4.281 0.000 0.837 0.829 0.619 0.617 
0.716 
BA 3 0.784 
BA 4 0.853 
BT 
BT 1 
4.443 0.000 0.867 0.863 0.614 0.614 
0.789 
BT 2 0.850 
BT 3 0.854 
BT4 0.619 
BS 
BS 1 
4.274 0.000 0.870 0.895 0.516 0.516 
0.749 
BS 2 0.729 
BS 3 0.698 
BS 4 0.707 
BS 5 0.788 
BS 6 0.722 
BS 7 0.739 
BS 8 0.663 
BE 
BE 1 
4.394 0.000 0.910 0.923 0.500 0.500 
0.546 
BE 2 0.672 
BE 3 0.713 
BE 4 0.701 
BE 5 0.752 
BE6 0.736 
BE7 0.738 
BE8 0.749 
BE9 0.726 
BE10 0.716 
BE11 0.715 
BE12 0.702 
CBI 
CBI1 
4.499 0.959 0.858 0.856 0.592 0.592 
0.791 
CBI2 0.781 
CBI3 0.803 
CBI4 0.844 
CBI5 0.798 
CBI6 0.565 
Note:  BA = Brand Attachment; BT = Brand Trust; BS = Brand Satisfaction; BE = Brand Experience; CBI = Compulsive Buying 
Intention.  C.R.: Composite Reliability; AVE: Average Variance Reliability.  * Scores: 1 – Strongly Disagree; 3 – Neutral; 5 – 
Strongly Agree 
 
Convergent validity (internal consistence) was assessed using the average variance extracted (AVE) 
measure and Item loading values. According to Fornell and Lacker’s (1981) the suggested benchmark should be 0.5. 
As an be noted again in Table 2 and Figure 2, all the item loadings and AVE values reached the recommended 
benchmark – implying that all items converged well on the construct they were supposed to measure and hence 
confirming the existence of convergent validity. 
 
5.4. Inter-Construct Correlation Matrix 
 
To assess discriminant validity the AVE of the construct should be greater than the shared variance 
between the construct and the other model constructs (Chin, 1998). Table 3 lists the correlation matrix with 
correlation among constructs and the square root AVE on the diagonal. 
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Table 3:  Inter-Construct Correlations and Shared Variance 
Research Constructs BA BT BS BE CBI 
Brand Attachment (BA) 0.787     
Brand Trust (BT) 0.600 0.718    
Brand Satisfaction (BS) 0.590 0.703 0.784   
Brand Experience (BE) 0.549 0.687 0.693 0.707  
Compulsive Buying Intention (CBI) 0.604 0.701 0.704 0.672 0.769 
Note:  BA = Brand Attachment; BT = Brand Trust; BS = Brand Satisfaction; BE = Brand Experience; CBI = Compulsive Buying 
Intention.  Diagonal elements are the square root of Average Variance Extracted. The other values are the inter-construct 
correlations. 
 
As shown in Table 3, the diagonal elements are greater than the off-diagonal elements in the corresponding 
rows and columns, therefore confirming that discriminant validity indeed exist. 
 
5.5. Structural Modeling Results 
 
The structural model was tested using the loadings and significance of the path coefficients (indicate the 
strengths of relationships between dependent and independent variables), and the R² value (the amount of variance 
explained by independent variables). The statistical significance of each path was estimated using a Smart PLS 
bootstrapping method utilizing 300 resamples to obtain t-values (Chin, 1998). Figure 2 and Table 4 presents the 
results of the PLS analysis on the structural model along with the path estimates and t-values. Support for the study 
hypotheses, which are labeled on their corresponding paths in Figure 2, could be ascertained by examining the 
directionality (positive or negative) of the path coefficients and the significance of the t-values. The standardized 
path coefficients are expected to be at least 0.2, and preferably greater than 0.3 (Chin 1998). 
 
Figure 2:  Measurement and Structural Model Results 
Note:  BA = Brand Attachment; BT = Brand Trust; BS = Brand Satisfaction;  
BE = Brand Experience; CBI = Compulsive Buying Intention. 
 
The R² value for the one dependent variable – compulsive buying intention (CBI) is 0.959. This result 
reveal that, on the overall brand experience, brand satisfaction, brand trust and brand attachment altogether explains 
about the 95.9% of the variance in compulsive buying intention (CBI), hence suggesting that these variables almost 
fully explained the variations in compulsive buying intention among consumers. 
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Table 4:  Results of Structural Equation Model Analysis 
Proposed Hypothesis Relationship Hypothesis 
Path 
Coefficients 
T-Statistics 
Rejected / 
Supported 
Brand Experience (BE)  Compulsive Buying Intention (CBI) 
Brand Satisfaction (BS)  Compulsive Buying Intention (CBI) 
H1 
H2 
-0.055 
0.211 
1.663 
5.233 
Rejected 
Supported 
Brand Trust (BT)  Compulsive Buying Intention (CBI) H3 0.840 28.395 Supported 
Brand Attachment (BA)  Compulsive Buying Intention (CBI) H4 0.006 0.191 Supported 
Note:  BA = Brand Attachment; BT = Brand Trust; BS = Brand Satisfaction; BE = Brand Experience; CBI = Compulsive Buying 
Intention. 
 
Smart PLS software does not provide goodness-of-fit measures for the full path model as like LISREL and 
AMOS, but it provides only R² values for the dependent variables. However, a method to calculate a global 
goodness-of-fit (GoF) measure was proposed by Amato, Vinzi and Tenenhaus (2004), and this method takes into 
account both the quality of the measurement model and the structural model (Tenenhaus, Vinzi, Chatelin & Lauro, 
2005; Streukens, 2008). The global goodness-of-fit (GoF) statistic was calculated using the following equation: 
 
 
GoF  = √ AVE * R² 
 
Where AVE represent the average of all AVE values for the research variables while R² represents the 
average of all R² values in the full path model. 
 
The calculated global goodness of fit (GoF) is 0.54, which exceeds the recommended threshold of GoF > 
0.36 suggested by Wetzels, Odekerken-Schröder & van Oppen (2009). Thus, this study concludes that the research 
model provides an overall goodness of fit. 
 
6.0. DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 
 
The results in Table 4 and Figure 2 provide support for four (4) hypotheses (H2, H3, H4, and H5) and reject 
one hypothesis (H1). Hypothesis 1 posited a positive relationship between brand experience and compulsive buying 
intention. However, the result in Table 4 and Figure 2, indicates that they is a negative (β = -0.055) but insignificant 
(t = 1.663) relation between brand experience and compulsive buying intention. Therefore, H1 is rejected. 
Hypothesis 2 posited a positive association between brand satisfaction and compulsive buying intention. Consistent 
with Hypothesis 2, results indicated that higher levels of brand satisfaction will lead to higher levels of compulsive 
buying intention (β = 0.211; t = 5.233). The standardized coefficients of brand image and brand trust (β = 0.840; t = 
28.395) is positive and significant. This is consistent with the prediction of H3 and is supported. Thus, a higher level 
of brand image is associated with higher levels of brand trust. Finally, results in Table 4 and Figure 2, are in line 
with H4 and support the reasoning that the higher the level of brand trust the customers have, the higher their brand 
loyalty (0.006; t = 0.191). Therefore, H4 is strongly supported. 
 
On the overall, the results of this study support the previous research findings which have found a positive 
relationship between brand satisfaction, trust, attachment and compulsive buying intention (for example, Tsai, 2011; 
Narayanan & Manchanda, 2010; Lin & Wang, 2006; Palan et al, 2011). However, the relationship between brand 
experience and compulsive buying intention which was posited to be significantly positive was found to be negative 
and insignificant. This is in contrast with previous empirical evidence (e.g. Sahin, Zehir & Kitapç, 2011) and the 
current study proposition. 
 
6.1. Theoretical and Practical Implications of the Study 
 
While there is an increased recognition of compulsive buying behaviour as a serious clinical problem - 
“Impulse Control Disorder Not Otherwise Specified”, that require psychological and psychiatric treatment (Black, 
2007; Croissant et al., 2009; Palan et al, 2011; Mueller et al., 2011), the extant literature is replete with empirical 
evidence suggesting that compulsive buying behaviour might be the result of the interplay of several biological, 
psychological and sociological factors. However, the current study is a departure from this long held conventional 
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wisdom and attempts to investigate this contentious issue from a marketing perspective. In particular, a successful 
attempt was made in this study to attribute compulsive buying behaviour as interplay of or branding phenomena. In 
addition to that, the current study investigate this contentious issues in an often most neglected research context – 
the African setting. Therefore, the findings of this empirical study are expected to provide fruitful new insights and 
implications to both academicians and practitioners across the globe. 
 
On the academic side, this study makes a significant contribution to the brand management literature by 
systematically exploring the impact of branding outcomes on compulsive buying behaviour in context of South 
African – one of the newly developed countries on the African continent. In particular, the current study findings 
provide tentative support to the proposition that brand satisfaction, brand trust and to a lesser extent brand 
attachment should be recognized as antecedents and tools that foster consumer compulsive buying behaviour. 
 
On the practitioners’ side, important influential role of branding outcomes on compulsive buying behaviour 
in an African context are highlighted. Therefore, this study for instance submits that clinical psychologists seeking 
to find remedies to compulsive buying behaviour should begin to consider this problem not only as the interplay of 
psychological and sociological factors but also a marketing or branding driven matter. However, what the clinical 
psychologists ought to prescribe in light of this new evidence is possibly another grey area that might warrant future 
research inspection. 
 
6.2. Limitations and Future Research 
 
Although this study makes significant contributions to both academia and practice, it was limited in some 
ways, and therefore some future research avenues are suggested. First, the data were gathered from Gauteng 
Province of South Africa and the sample size of 150 is relatively small. Perhaps, the results would be more 
informative if the sample size is large and data gathered from the other eight provinces of the country are included. 
Therefore, future studies may be conducted by using data from other provinces in South Africa. Second, perhaps 
too, future studies should not be limited to South Africa, but rather consider extending this research to other African 
countries such as Zimbabwe for results comparison. Future studies can also extend the current study conceptual 
framework by studying the effects of a larger set of variables. For instance, the influence of brand identity, brand 
preference, and brand loyalty could be investigated. Above and beyond, this will immensely contribute new 
knowledge to the existing body of branding and consumer compulsive behaviour literature in the African setting – a 
research context which happens to be neglected in academics. 
 
7.0. SUMMARY OF RESEARCH RESULTS AND INTERPRETATION 
 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the influence of brand attachment, brand trust, brand 
satisfaction and brand experience on compulsive buying intention. In particular, four hypotheses were postulated. To 
test the proposed hypotheses, data were collected from Gauteng Province in South Africa. The empirical results 
supported the two posited research hypotheses in a significant way, while one hypotheses (H4), although supported 
was insignificant. However, H1 which hypothesized to be positive was found to be negative and insignificant. This 
means that those consumers who trust a certain brand or are satisfied with a brand are more likely to engage in 
compulsive buying intention. 
 
Important to note about the study findings is the fact that brand trust has the strongest influence on 
consumer compulsive buying intention (0.840) and followed by brand satisfaction (0.211). The paradox is on brand 
experience which was found to be negatively related to compulsive buying intention. One might expect that the 
more experience in a brand especially positive experience a consumer has, the higher the likelihood of compulsive 
buying behaviour, hence a positive association. However, this was not the case. Perhaps this could be explained by 
the fact that if one is to make a decision based on previous experience, then that decision should factor in rationality, 
and yet compulsive buying behaviour is irrational by its nature – hence the negative relationship found in the current 
study. 
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APPENDIX:  MEASUREMENT INSTRUMENTS 
 
Brand Experience 
 
This brand makes a strong impression on my visual sense or other senses. 
I find this brand interesting in a sensory way. 
This brand does not appeal to my senses. 
This brand induces feelings and sentiments. 
I do not have strong emotions for this brand. 
This brand is an emotional brand. 
I engage in physical actions and behaviors when I use this brand. 
This brand results in bodily experiences. 
This brand is not action oriented. 
I engage in a lot of thinking when I encounter this brand. 
This brand does not make me think. 
This brand stimulates my curiosity and problem solving. 
 
Brand Satisfaction 
 
I am very satisfied with the service provided by this brand. 
I am very satisfied with this brand. 
I am very happy with this brand. 
This brand does a good job of satisfying my needs. 
The service-products provided by this brand is very satisfactory. 
I believe that using this brand is usually a very satisfying experience. 
I made the right decision when I decided to use this brand. 
I am addicted to this brand in some way. 
 
Brand Trust 
 
I trust this brand. 
I rely on this brand. 
This is an honest brand. 
This brand is safe. 
 
Brand Attachment 
 
I am strongly passionate about the brand. 
The brand induces strong passion in me. 
I long to put the brand into my possession. 
I may make necessary sacrifices to acquire the brand. 
 
Compulsive Buying Intention 
 
My closet has unopened shopping bags in it. 
Others might consider me a “shopaholic”. 
Much of my life centres around buying things. 
Buy things I don’t need. 
Buy things I did not plan to buy. 
I consider myself an impulse purchaser. 
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